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CHAPTER I

THE PROBLEM,.

Introduction °

Tbis study examined two programs of student aching supervision.

objective was to draw sowcoqclusions,about theffects of the size of the
,

student teacher group on the supervisoryprogram. The major difference be-
, .(

tween the two programs,was in the number of student teachers assigned,

Many queStions natura1ly apply to programS of studenZ--teaching. "Can a

college supervisor handle. an inCreased number of sLdent teachers?" "If'we

inciease the number of studens, canme stie maintain Anipdequate program?"

"At what pointdoes a college-supervisor become inneffedtive?" rIs there a
'

point where.the number of student teachers asSigned to tce program seriodsly

ilapairs the effectiveness of that program?"

These are difficult questions hinging upon eaCh person's own, philo'scpby

and definitiorilof what constitutes an '!adequate" or "quality" program.of .

supervision. Nevertheless, this itudy is an initial effort to examir4 these,

and similar questions in an objective approaarbas d upon anned rSise
a
rch.

Statement of the Problem and .1)rJcedures

The Problem

If we compare a program of student teaching in which a college supervisor

is assigned 16-20 student teachers (control group) with another program of' '

student teaching in whith a college'superVisor is assigned 30 di More student

teachers (experimental group), will differences oecur.between the two prb'grams

as perceived by the student teacher and the supervising teacher?



The Major Hypothesis

r. 1

To tesefor,these axences the folloWing null hRothesis-was designed.
- .

No significant differences wilI'exist in the responses to a qUestionnaire

by stildent teachers and supervising teacherS'AWgned to two different prograns

di student teaching, one'large grolip and twosmall gtoups.

The Two Programs of Supervision

The two prog ams of supervisions (experimental and control) w e deveihed
,

to contain as many simi ar elements as possible. The major variable was the .

number of student teachers asSigned to eadi program. This necesSitated some

re-desirning of the role of the college supekvispr in the experimental-program

to compensate for the reduced number of school visits possible due to the

increase in the number of student teachers he was superviSing.

The role of the experimental college supervisor became that of a

"trouble4hooter" with more responsibility for "observation" and levalgati.on

,

,

,of the student teacher being placed on the supervising teacher. An additionar

twoweek "Ptogress Report from the suPervising teacher to the tollege'super-

visor was added to help the_college supervisor in earl identification of

#
problems.

a

An additional Lipervising teachers meeiiing was incotporated into the

experimental program as another means of improving Contact. In addition,

there was a greater "clustering" of from 2 to 5 Student teachers in a single

school in the experimental ptogram to improve accessibility and contacts.

Also the supervising teacherS and student teachers were. provided withan

"information" handbook which attempted to clarify the roles of each person

involved in the suPervisory team. This handbook included tearout progress

report forms that were completed and sent to the college supervisor periodiCally

2
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'during the q rter.

The college supervisors of the control groups placed their *gram

emphasis on.more frequent and intensive classroom visits and observations.

Other areas.Of the contr61 programs were' the same as,the experimental dile.
.

Table 1 shows at a.glance the similarities and cifferdnces in the two brograms.

I
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,TABLE'l dOMpARISON OF PROGRAM ELEMENTS IN THE
EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL GROUPS OF THE

- STUDENT TEACHING RESEARCH PROJECT
. (

PROGRAM ELEMENTS

,.

Experimental
Group-A

,

rol Groups.
B' &.0 .

.1

Group Contacts ,

.

, X
.

.

1. College Supervisor ha.5....Veginning .

of term seminar with stwient
.

. teachers
.

.

.

2. College Supervisor has Progress
Seminar with student teachers
(31'51 week)

-
X

,

_

X
.

3. College SuperviSor has Mid-term
In-setvice meeting with super-;
vising teachers ,

it.
.

t

.
.

\

. X
.

4. College Supervisor has Progress
Seminar with. student teachers

. -(7th week) X

A.

.

.

i

.

.

.

5. Coilege Supervisor has Final
End-of-Term meeting %nth
stulderit teachers

.

.,

.

X

.

.

.

.

.

6. College SuperVisoPhas Final Group
"Evafdation of Student TeaChers"-
session with'Supervising Teachers ,

)

,

.

tenWt -it Reports
,,

. . . .

.

,

4

7: A two-week "Report-on Progress"
. from Supervising Teacher to,

°(College Supervisor

8. A Mid-term ;evaluation' on Student

Teacher.- progress from Supervising
Teacher to College Supervisor

.

X

.
.

X ;

s. A, Final evaluation on Student
Teacher prdgress from Supervising
eacher to College SuperlAsor

(

X 4

,

.

.f

.

.4
. 1

i,

StUderit placement
.

. ...

:

.
r -

,

104-"Clustering" of 2 to 5 students .
.

in a singfe school for easy access._
and. small group meetings.

_



PRCGRAM ELEMENTS
-,

'

TABIE 1 (CONT'D)

J

.Experimental
Group A

Cbqtrol Groups
B & C .

College SuperviSor Visits ..

X

-

.

.

X

.

11. Initial "Orientation visit" by
College SuPervisor with Student'
Teacheriand Supervid.sing Teacher

12.

i

Two to Five lIntensive Observation"
visits by College Supervisor with -,1t:i.

each Student Teacher and Super-
vising Teacher -,

*°.

....,

.

,

.

0

.

.

13.

.

II.

One or more "Intensive Observation"
visits by College Supervisoryith
Student Teacher and SuperviSing-
Teacher onlyphere problems,are
indicated' I

..

.

'1X

.
,

.

.,

0

14. One "Minimum Observation" visit
by College Supervisor with
Student Teacher and Supervising
Teacher where no pr2blem exists,
and if time permits

a

.

-

15. Ogie 6Closure" or'"Final Evaluation",
visit-by'College Supervisor with
each Student Teacher and Super-

, - .

;Fising Teacher ,

- X

)1

1 .

-

1
.

Providing Supervising Teaehers
with an "Infolmation" Handbook

X

I .

.

)

1
There were 5 student telp.cher6 out of 31 requiring intensive obseVatiön
visits. Three receive& two visits each, One received ehre-e vi6its, and

.
J..onp receiyed six visitp.

2
Of the,femaining stuaent teachers (not including the above five) twenty
receiNtea a !'mi.ijn observation" visit: Six students did not receive a
"minimum observation" visit since time did not permit it.



The tudent and Teacher Population

The student teacher populations 'were those students normally assigned to
ro

the geographic areas of the two college supervisors. Thestudents involved.
. Ar

were assigned in 11 counties of Indiana located in orthern pa

state. The sample included all of those student teachers assigne o that

Particular supervisor in tfie qua.,4ter.
3

Thit sample.represented a,cross-section

of the student teacher population of Ball State University. 4

The supervising.teachers were thoie who were assigned these student

teachert in the normal placement procedure.' Thelages, pegiehce, degrees,
s

and teaching .axeas were wide and variedtand represented a brbadpectrum of

these variables. The placement of these student teachers and:the assignment

to teachers was made with no plifor knowledge of the areas to.be selected for

the experimental program. Random sampling is not claimed fior either the experi-
.-

mental 6t ,coitrol groups, but in the groups seected, all subjects were included.
/I

.d

Sizes of Experimental'and Control Groups

There were 31 superftsing-teachers' (A1)5 and 31 student teachers (A2) in

the experimerital program. There were 19 supervising teachers (BI) and 17

student teachers (B2) in one'Contr91 group and 19 supervising teacAers (C1)

and 20 student teachers, (C2) in the other control group.

TABLE 2 SIZE AND QUARTTR OF EXPERIMENTAL AND cONTROL GROUPS

Quarter College
Spvsr.

Group Teachers

.

Code Students "Code

'Fall '73

Fall '.73

.
Winter
'73-'74

X

Y
..,,

X.

Experimental (A)

Control (B)

Cookrol (C)

N=31

N=19

N=19

A5
1

' B
l

C
1

.

N=31,

N=17

N=20

A2 . .

B
2

C2
. .

3
-All quarters are 10 weeks in iength ranging from 48 to 50 school...clays.

4The.population included elementary, secondary, male and female, large urban
schools; smaller rural schools, schools in small to medium sized towns or cities.

5The letter refers to the experimental or control group, the numbtr for teather
or student group. See table 2 for clarification.

6 10



The College Suparvisord,

Two different collegeaUpervisors (Designated iand y, See 'Table 2) were
4

..assigned.to the groups. Supervisor X conductedthe fall.pregram with the

< large.e4eiimental group of teachers and students dnd also conducted one

of the control programs during the winter quarter immediately following the

fall prdgram. Supervisor:Y conducted the fall quarter cOntroi program or

in the Sathe fall quarterIs the experimental program.

The above design solved two problem variables. It would place a check

.against any, undue, bias of one program over the .other which could occur if

only one college s4Pervisor was assigned to both programs. .It also provides

an indication of the effects that two differNt college.supervisors

have on the data.

The Measuring Instruments

, 6

The OffiCe of Student Teaching .at'Ball Statd University alreacbc empldyd

: .

two end-of-quarter surveys Or questionnaires fOr obtalning'proarane4444

-

supervising teachers8 and-student teaciers-T; Thesp9.qUestionnaires W6re:-4aed
4 =

but.with the inclusion of additional items for measuring specific aspects of.

,
the experimental and control prograMS (Appendixes A and /).

A "semantic differentia: 8 as'employed to obtain mean scores on eadh item
: /

in the student and teacher questionnaires. This made it possible to compare the

means and examine the variability of the groups.

'Specific items were somewhat identical and were also stated negatively

as a check cm the validity of the questionnaires. Since the questions.ask
,F

.for specific opinions about aspects of the program, content validity is

claimed in part.

.

6 Teacher Ques0.onnaire developed by Tom McEwin of Teac4xs C41dge FacultY..
at Ball State.University..

7 Student questionnaire developed over a three year period (1971-1974) by
Edwin P. Prettyman and James McClure of Teachers College Faculty at
Ball State University. It'was partially supported by a University grant.

8 Agree=5; Probably Agree=4; Uncertain/Not Applicable=3; Probablf Disagree=2;_
Disagree=1.

7
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(
In two analyses of groups of items,- the respOns,es of the three groups,

.

A, B, and.0 yielded reliability coefficients of .9531 and .,926.5.. The twb:

questionngires:were considered highly relable,insieruments a adequatetb

uthe purposes of this'study.

Collecting the nate 4

The data,Wdsobtained by administering the teacher questionnaire

(kppendin,A) to all of the sUpervising teachers in the el4aerimenta1 and

'control groupsild administering the student questionnaire (Appendix B) to

all of the student teachers,in the'experimental and.control gro . Admin-

istratiodo all questionnaires 1,7as accomplished during the tenth a d final

'week of the quarter,

-.The student teachers completed the questionnaires in:the final group

meetings held on the lastday of the quarter: Each teaCher mailed the

completed iluestibnnaire:on the last day of the quarter.
,

o

The experimental group of 31 teachers Oki) and ,31 students (A2) all

completed,questionnaires for a 100 percent'return by the experimental grouP.

The 19 teachers (B,) and-17 students (B2) of the,fall quarter cOntrol group
4 4

Lo
/

all,completed questionnaired for a 100 persitn.. There were'two more
4

1.

s

-teachers than students in this.grouP- because tiWbtudent-teachers were
.

r.

assigned to twb supervising-teachers. One teacher of the 20 dih thesecond

control group (131) failed to complete and,retbrn a questionnaire which made

fOr 91477a 95 percent rettitn. "A11 20"of thdOstudents of the second control

.group (C.2.) completed questionnaires for a-return of 100 percent.

The responSes ofeach subject oneach qUestionMaire were then punChed
,

on computer cards for data processing. *Reliability'coefficients 'were
4.

obt*Ied on tli-gtestionnaire.iL. Means', stihdard deviations, and

measures of variability or "t" scores were produced for testing he.,maj,or.
'..,

'.hypo4heais.
-,12
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r'

The variability betweenothe two?control:groupi and the experiMental
.

.

,-and control groups and the testin:4.for-the.major:and'minor hypotheses was
:-.

measured:using 6fhe:it" ratio. *Thq the'differences between
C.

the,group means.and the'appae4 etfect'of.thttreatment with the standard

-'error orthe differenceg between'.fhe means. This produces a measure of the
.

..
-

,...

vdriability of the differences'had An estimate of error. Using the twO0Irtalled t.e..

test for. "t" thp researchers were able to determine if significant differences
0

*0-

exiSted etWeen the two control ebupdand thexperimental and groups

in the responses tp the questionnaire items. A test of significance was

imposed atthe'.05 le&el for addeptance or rejection of the two control groups
.

p as a sivgle,population and for acceptance'4A rejeCtion of the najor hypothesis.

.0
,Lintitations .. and-.De limitations

The student teachIng°quarter was limited to 10 weeks, the normal Ungiver-
,

.

sity dchedule. The:study teag limited to two consecutive quarters in the
6 .

fall and winter.of 1973-74. A Spring quafter was not included.

Theeffects.of two college supervisors nay influence the data, but

there,i greater validity achieved in. this 'design ihan if only one college

assignedtd' both prOgramS,.
, .

There is the recognition that.any questionnaire has its limitations:

The student sample involved only Ball State student tehchers in a.par-

...

ticuler geographic area. We can but infer thateonclusions nay be applicable

0,0

tthe tdtal student 4eaching program. Inferences about other student teach-

ing programs in other'institutions u4, be limited.
-

-a
The iiinor Hypothesis for testing fhe variability of the two control groups
is h.necessary prerequisite for, testli-tg the Mhjor Hypothesis. The minor
hYtioehesis is Presented in Chapter Two.

1 3.
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CHAPTER II

:THE c mint% bRoups

,
Introd"

,

The Selection of fwo control groups under the ,direction of two different

6ollege supervisors (1) provides a control group of teachers and students at

least as largesas thd experimental groups and (2) oVercomes bias ihherent in

a design when only one person is in charge of both the experimental and control

environments. An additional benefieis the examination of responses in two
-

different quarters, fall and winter.

The two college supervisors, X'and Y,'Coharidted their respective fall and

winter control programs in.a similat banner. Both supervisOrs used identical

group meeting times, the same evaluation and reporting forms, and provided the

sdmilar "intensive observation" visits to their respective There was

the same emphasis on the individual conferences with th student techers and

supervising teachers during each,school visit. The tw college supervisors

kept in co4tant communication during the two control group programs so that

they could keepo'all the program elements similar as outlined in Table 1.

ComparingtheControl Groups
1

The Minor Hypothesis

to test whether or riot the two control groups yielded similar'rgsults

and were similar or identical the following hypothesis was

descgned;

When two different college supervisors in two different quarterA
.conduct identical small group student teacher programs, similar in
scope and design, then; similar responses to questionnaire items will
be elicited from the teacher and student populations and there will'
be no.significant diferences between the two grOups in their responses.

'

4 ,

1 4

10



f'

TABLE 3 MEAN SCORES AND "t" SCORES
'OF TEACHER'NTROL GROUPS
B1 AND C1*

Item
Nb.

Means oE
Control
Group

Bi

Means of
Control
Group

C1
,

,

score
Item
.No.

Means of

Controll
Group

Bi

Means of
Control
Group

ql
,

,score

.
,

. 3.895 , 4.368 1,543 21 4.947 4.737 .1.512
.2 4.368 4.421 0.148 22 1.211 ° 11.053 0.728
,3 -' 4.789 4.737 0.296 23 4.895 4.842 ' 0.387
4 -4.842 '4.579 1.457 241 4.474 4.316 - 0.402
5 '4.421 4.474 0.234 25 1 4.368 4684 0.856

4 .

,

6 4.842 4.737 0.781 26 4:362 4.789 0.577
7 4.579 4.842" 0:970- 27 4.895 4.842 0.387

'8 4.421 4.421 0.000 28 4.895 i'442 0.387
9 1.316 1.263 0.20 29 5.000 / 4.895 1.000

10 4.474 . 4.684 182 30 5.000 4.947 1.000

11
2'1f.1

4.

4.737
3.684

0.985
1.387

31
32

4.632
4.789

4.842
'.4.368

0.851
,1.760

3.8 5 3.789 0.290 33 4.000 3.684 0.753
14 4.947 4.632 1.732 34 3,316 2.684 1.414
15 4.597 . 4.684 0.330 35 2.053 . 2.579 1.588

.

.

16 4.632 4.368 0.976 36 3.526 4.000 1.042
17 4.684 4.579 0.330 37 -2.579 3.316 1.620
18 4.632 4.684 0.239 38 4.526 4..263 1.028
19 4.579 , 4.684 0.351 39 4.158 4.316 0.428
20 4.?89 . 4.632 AQ1943 40 , 4.737 4.474 1.201

.

.
4.

1

* Teacher Group B1 (R = 19) Teacher Grove C1 (R = 19) Total N.= 38; 36 degfees
of freedom requires a "t" score of + 2.03 at .05sileve1 for significant difference.

Findings
f , .

:Tables 1 and 4 outline the Zeta received from the processinCof the

data Eor the two control groups:. The tables show'the mean secires on each item,

theixesults an both control groups of Students and teachers, and fhe "t" scorei

obtained for comparing the variability of the control groups and for testing

the minor.hypothesis.

.

The requirement of a "t" score in.either group of + 2.03 for significant

differences to occur wAs-not met. All "t" Saxes on all items were less than this.

-

15
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TABLE 4 MEAN gCORES AND "t" SCORES
OF STUDENT CONTROL GROUPS
B
2
AND C *

-2

Item
No:

Means of
Control
Group

B
2

Neans of
Control
Group

C
2

,

"t"
Score

item
No.

Means of
Control
Group

B2

Means of
Control
Group

C
2

Score

.
,

l' 3.824 3.850 0.056 24 4.118 3.950 0.440
2' 4.588 4.800 1.129 25 4.235 4.350 0.392
3 5.000 4.900 d 1.337 26 4.706 4.800 0.5154 4.647 4.700 0.193 27 4.529 4.500 0.098
5 1 4.17.6 4.500 0.948 28 . 4.412 4.850 1.729

6 4.176 3.750 1.079 29 4.529 4.750 0.808
7 4.529_ 4.850 1.261 30 4.353 4.500 0.394
8 1.647 1.700 0.143 31 4.588 4.700 0.353
9 3.706 4.000 0.615 32 4.647 4.950 1.828
10 4.471 4.650 0.785 33 3.353 2.800 1.075...

.

11 4.588 4950 1.486 34 4.647 4.950 1.324
12 4.588 4.700t 0.342 35 1k176 1.000 1.087
13 5.000 4.900 1.337 36 - 3.647 4.150 1.201
14 4.176 4.650 1.947 37 3.941 4450 1.72915 4.471 4.750 1.023 38 1.765 IMO 0.696

16 4.706 4.50Q 0..778 39 3.471 104.150 1.563
17 3.059 2,800 0.599 40 4.0004' 1'3.950 0.134
18 3.706 4.050 0.869 41 4.588 -4..850 1.319
19, 4.647 4.950 1.324 42 3.235 3:250 0.041
20 4.412 4.800-4 1.584 43 ', 4.353 4.350 0.009

,

21 Cr:4382 2.550 1.350 44 3.882 4.250 1.00022 4.588 , 4.500 0.275 45 . 4.235 4.300 0.159
23 4.353 4.840 1.541

.

*Student GroUp B2 (R = 17)"Student.Group C2 (IT ='20)- Total .N = 37; 35 degrees
of freedom requires a "t" score of + 2.03 at .05 level tor significant difference.

clusions

Since'there were no significant differences between the superviging teacher

or student teacher control groups, the minor hypothesis was supported. Theretore,

the two control groups could be combined and treated as a\ingle population.

It was-also concluded that the variables of two different college supervisors

;:Sand different quarters had no appreciable effect upon the re lts.

12
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CI-1011ER III

,PROCEDURE Eta,TESTING TBE MAJOR HYPOTHESI8
.ANMREPCRTING TBE RESULTS

'Introduction

In the previous chapter it waS established that the teacher control groups

(Bl ana'Cl) and the.twO Siudent contidlAraups (B2 and C214uld-1e treatea
.

=: -.;
. ,

as a single poPt1ationt Was then posSible.to qampareAthtS'coMbined control'
. ,

. . ., . .
. k .

popnlation with thelesyective,experimentarpopillations 'of feathers '(Ai) and. .
,

.j
%students (A2) in a.:.t0t.ofthe tajar hypotheais.-

. ,.

o:

1. Group me,at4eatch item,yereobtaineddr, helth,Cluesonnaire

responses of stua002:: ',;.4,aschersandt!!a)tets,. :,.iores were obtained.

This made possiblean-a544nation'aV.thel.e'v61,Cif,t4ianses to the items and.

a camparidan of the experimental andispOttr91,..groups.

2: All items in the teacher,and i.t.tidentlUaptionnaires were combined

and p ced in nine major cabegories for-anaLysis. Only categories 1 throughla

6 are reported in detail. Categories 7 through 9 are peripherai to the study,

-
but are included in the Summa

(1) .The,Supervis .r Process;' Contact and Availability of
the College Supervisor.

(2) The .Supervi4ory Process; Classroam Visits and Observation

:(3) The.Supervisory Process.; Conferences.

(4) The Supervisory Process; Pljnning and Teaching Methods

(5) Evaluation and Grading of student Teaching Performance
.---- lt

'(6) Compallazy of the College Supervisor

(7) The College Supervisor and Personal Relations

(8) Responses about the Student Teaching Programs

(9) Responses about Stud& Teaching and Pre-Student Teaching
Professional Educatan Courses

.



3...The teacher and student items relevant 'to each eateg ry were
ls

organiied'into six tables. The means on each item pf student ud teacher

responses in the control and experimental groups are presented together

with the "t" scores which compare the.variability between the e perimenial
:

and control groups .onwp4ch

4. The items ep.tab.le where significant differences ccurred in 4/

the responses o ntal-and control groups are placed first,

.J4

These are follow4 esame table by theitems where no sign fi'ant

differences had occurred in the responses between the two group

5. Items are organiFed in each table in a topical sequenc

numerically for better nu

'the tables are condensed

.statements on each iteni are

4 1

anding .of res t . The itemista-t ments within
'4

asier review and space econoilly. The full

available in the questionnaires in Appendixes A

rather than

and B.-

6. Item statements which are phrased negatively produced 10w scores.A .

These were changed to positive s ements within the tables and the score;
.,.. .

1.
. . ,

converted for easy comparison of.results and Eonsistency.of reporting.-... , -
.

7. Each major.category Ts reported separately. The findings are not '
..,

described in detail, but are presented fully in the tables. In this way,

redundancy is reduced and brevity is served.

8. The conclusions are-reported within each category for easier mil-
,

parison with the finding6 presented in the tables.

1 8
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CHAPTER IV
.

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

'Rejecting the Major Hypothesis

-Findings

Out of 40 items On the.teacher questionnaire, significant.differences
4 4

loccUrted betWeen the experimental and'controlLgroups of feathers on 14 items

,or 35 percent of all items.'- 'There
were no significant,diffetences t:etween

theexperimental and contrOl groups qf teachers on 26.items or 65 percent of

all it eths .
10

- Out Of 45 items
on,the:studept:questionnaire, significant differences

occurred between the experimental and control groups of students on 20 items

.or 44.5 percent of all items.';'There were no significant.differences between-*
the experimental and-control groups of students on 25 items or 55.5 percent

of all items 10

Conclusions

-' The major hypothesis, that "No significant differences will exist in the

responses to a questionnaire by student_teachers and supervising teLhets

t assigned ta,two different programs of student teaching, ont largegrUp
\

two small groups" is rejected. 'This rejection is necessarily limite&since'
..

,

.a grbater number of items produced "no significant differences" and'a esser

number of
c.

items produced "significant differences" between the groups.;

The major findings.and conclusions come in the analSisis of the it

and the'kinds-mf items to which the students and teacherS respOnded rath r

'than in-the numerical superiority or percentage 61 iteMs labeled as sign
.

. ficant ot.not signit%Cant.-

10
All items'and their torresponding "t" scores and the "t" score necessaryfor a level of significance at the .05 level are reported in the tables.

.



The Supervisory process,
Contacts and Availability of,fhe College Supervisor*

Finaings -1,Significant Differences',

TA1.6" 6 include's three teacher items and two student items where signifi-

cant-difWences occurred:between the experimeptal'hnd controligroups. These.
,

items deal with the contacts, number of schoot visits, and availability of the

.college supervisors.

TABLE 6. THE SUPERVISORY PROCESS, CONTACTS'AND
AVAILABILITY OF THE COLLEGE SUPERVISOR

.

12Item, Statement Control 'Expmtl..-:."t"11'
Means ,14eans Score",,

*

T 38 Sufficient contacts with student teacher 4.395 3.710 2.667

T 40 Sufficient contacts with supervising teacher 4.605 4.065 2.235

S 45 Sufficient contacts with student teacher
, 4.270' 3.258 3.292

,,S-37 Sufficient contacts,with superVising teacher 4.270 3.355 3.048

,T 32 Suffici,pnt number of school visits 4.579 .3.258 4.627
13

-p

,4 Availabitity of the coLlieze supervisor. 4.452 41.676 0.936

2 Availabijity of the college supervisor 4.395 4.065 1.241

); 11Teach-er Group: N=69, Degrees of freedom 67, "t score of + 2.00 required
'1410 for significant difference at .65 level.

Student GroupL N=68, DegreeS of fOeedorr66, "t" score of + 2.00 required
.for signilkcant difference at .05 level.

12
The letter. T preceding the Item number identifies it as a teacher item.

-At.,e letter S preceding fhe item number identifies it as a student item., A
. 13

Items above the dotted line are identified as having significant differdhces,
those below the dotted line are identified as not having significant differ-

ences.

f
NOTE:4\Abo#e footnotes apply to all subsequent tables.

20
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Findings - No Significant DifferenCes
' ,

. Table 6 includes one,student item and one teacher item where no significant
4

differences occurred between the experimental and control groupg. Both items
-

dealt with the dvailability of the college supervisor.

Conclusions

As the !limber of student teachers assigned to a college supervisor

increases, the number of "sustained or intensive contacts" that he can make

wIth the teachers and itudents decreases.

:Sludent teachers and supervising 'teacliers consider the contacts made by

the college supervisor an important facter in the studentteaching prbgram.

The students indicate a greater need for these contafts than =do the
/-

supervising teachers and supervising teachers support this contention.
.*

Supervising teachere-pAct a supervisory program to some extene where
.

the college superVisor makes less than three sdhool contacts. The student

teachers -reject a minimal 'program of visits as presented by the expermental

ptogram and want more, nat'less visits by the c011ege_supervisor than even I

the control program offered.

40

TherCappears to be's greater insecurity on the part of the students

than evidenced bythe teachers and the students. apparently want and need ..

continued support from someone from the University. Neither ptogram pre-

sented any -great probleak in the area of availability of the college supervisor

to the students or teachers. The experimental program-did have an edge in
-

this,area as far as the.students were concerned. The more favorctle response

in the experimental program nay have-been due to elp.e location of the college

sipervisor Aft residence in the area; This may also be explained by the frequent

contacts made through means other than pchool visits such as group meetings.

21 .
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1
The Supervisory Process

Classroom Visits and Observa ion

Table 1 .ipcludesltwo. teacher items and two st dent items where significant

differences occurred between the experimental and control groups.
, These.items

dealt mainly with thiWtudents' and teachers.' pereeptions, of lthe value.of the

classroom vifits and observations by the college superVisor.

10

TABLE 7 :THE SUPERVISORY TROCESS, CLASSROOM VISITS
AND OBSERVATIM -

Item Statement Control
,Mean

Expmtl.
Mean

. "t"

-Score

S 43 Classroom visits necessary to' program 4:451 3.129

T.39 Competent teacher does not eliminate visits - 4 237 3.194 3.225

&AO Observation necessary for evaluation ;, 3.973 .2.935 3.554

T 36 , School visits not eliminated by conferences 3.763 '2.871 2:445

S 39 'Teacher observation only for evaluation 3.60 3.838 .577

Findings - No Significant Differences
0

Table 7 includes one sfudent item relating to classroom observation

where no significant differences occurred between the experimental and control

.groups. .
Conclusions

The expectation w4ts thaCihe group of students and teachers receiving

-

fewer classroom visits and observatians wuld have valuml Chi': aspect more

highly than those in the control pro ram laho received more classroom visits

and observations. This was not the c e in this s.tudy.

Observation and classroom visits by the college supervisors ate not

as important oteprograrn of student teaching as previously believed.

18
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It may be that the college+supervisor has been duplicating the role of the

supervising teacher and the students are aware of ihis. Alsof students

and teaaers may.be responding more to the expectations placed .upon thqm by
I

Lie college Superv4or, i.e. "It must be important only ifthe college

supervisor thinks it is important." Therefore, the control groups place
1,

a'higher rating on,observation and classroom visits by.the college supervisor

because of the importance he places on.this area.

:The increase-in the use of conferences and.group meetings, ?he pl
0

.of more responsibility on the superVising teacher tay be elements which'

. .

-compensate to some degree in the experimental program for the Aecrease in
0

classroom visits and observations by the college supervisor. In the ex-
,

J47perimental program it is obvious that-a large group Ofweudetts and teachers
./ f

-can adapt to a program change and accept a different role for.the college

supervisor.

There is no doubt that the role of the college supervisor needs to be

reviewed, particularly in the area of classroom visits and observation, and'

his experience and expertise placed in better perspective in the total

supervisory program.

The Suptarvispry Process, Conferences
, !:

Findings No Significant.Differences

Table 8 includes one teacher itemand three student items where

signlificant differences occurred between the experimental and control groups

in the'area of conferences With the.college supervisor.

Findings - No Significant Differences
,

Table 8 includes four teacher items and twO student items where no-signi-.

ficant differences Occurred het,een the experimental and control groups_ Collcm

supervisors in all: the:groups received very favorable ratings: from.students and

,teachers ih the way'they conducted the conferences awl answered.questions.

'.

23
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TABtE 8 THE SUPERVISORY PROCESS: CONFERENCES

Item Statement . Control'Expmtl. ,"t".

Means Means . Score

S 6

T 4

7 .

.23

T 11

T 22

S4 -29

T 2

S 30

Conference WI student before observatio
D.

-

Collige,Supervi or hdTpful in conferences

IZ College Supervisor helpful:in conferences

Mid-quarter conferenceebenefited student' 3.946 ,3290 2.328

]ndrjduam ingg along with observation 4.711 368 2.761

4.703 3.903 3.684

4.495 3.355 5.431

4.632' 4.452 .796

Supervisor condid enough:to'be a help to student 4.605 4.458 .301

Answered questi ns speoificglly and to the poirit 4.868 4.613 1.586
4

1-An9swered questions specifically and to the point 4.613 '4.649 P.194j, ,

"Iqould discuss professional problems frandly 4.868 4.710 1.313

Could discuss progessional problems frankly 4.419- 4 .432 .051

Conclusions

Both ,the; students and teachers were satisfied with the abilities of the

;:tollege-.superyisors in conducting conference, in being honest and open, and
. .

,

being helpful when th6y did confer.

The mil:Ether of student teachers asSigned to a collegesupervisOr does
e t

e
affect the conference situation and as the numbet of student teachers increases ,

the less helphful these conferences become to the students and teachers. The

role the college.supervisor in the'area of conferences is diminished by

having to work with a greater number%of.stwients.

Al4lough opservation as.prdViausly outlined may not appear to be as

important as believed, it may be that the lack of observation has considerable

impact upon the poorer rating the experimental program received in the
t

conference category.

7,

2 4
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0
, Again, the role of the college supervisor needs to be examined. If he .

cannot obtain the necessary'information through classroOm observation, he may

have tb utilize other methods. Perhaps there should be a revigiOn.of his'

present

teacher.

,

conference sole and a.lansferof some areas bt it to the-supervising
,...-

' A , .
,

......

The Supervisory Process; Planning and Teaching Methods

Findings - Significant Differences

Table 9 includes two student items and one teachfr item where significant

differences ocCured between the experimental and control groups.in the cattgory

'of planning and teaching methods.

TABLE 9 THE SUPERVISORY PROCESS: PLANNING AND TEACHING METHODS -

Item . Statement Control
Means

Expmtl.'
Means

7

"t"
Score

S 26 ollege suPervisor provided freedom.tO plan i4.757 4.258 2.383

S 18 Planning requiredtontributed to teaching 3.892 3.161

T 6 Familiarity with differentteaching methods 4.789 4.290 3.397

S 10 Familiarity with different teaching methods 4.516 4-.568 . :300

S 16. Student allowed to experiment with methods 4.258 4.595 1.606

T 12 Student encouraged to experiment with m:hods .3.947 4,290 1.346

T 19 -College supervisor provided freedom to plan 4.632 4.742. .571.

T 13 Pl'anning.required_antributea to teaching 3842 4.161 1.357

Findings - No Significant Differences

Table 9 includes three teacher items and two student ittms where no

signi icant differences occurred between the experimental and the control

groups in the category of planning and teaching methods.
V sc,

Conclusions

.The size of thd studqnt teaching group does,not effect the perceptioA4of

_the-college supervisor, as a knowledgeable person in'the area of teachinglmethods.

'21 2 5



Neither a :small group or large groqp program.affects the teachees'view.
.

,.,
., . .4- ..

. ,

of alloWingAbe stUdents.freedom to plan.- HoweVer,lhe studdftt teachers°
.,,...,

" .in the large group appear to feel some restrictions in this.axda. The key
. % -1 C

.here .lies in the-difference 4.w.the Student aild teethes responses the,'. ,

i 0 .

item "the planning requited codtributed to b tiPaching". 1.1he small'groups.

)- V
.

of gtudel4s received more direction from the co ege supervisor than did the4 -

'

large experimental group..
4
This,m,Np>count for the better rating.given by

.

'tlhe cantrol group. The.teachers rated.the experimental program'higher (althopgh

,there was...'"ot a *ignificantTifference) and this prctram.gave much.more re-

spon,kibility to the supervising teachers.

Students accept more/direction in planning, but supervising teachers, 'as

has been suspected, place less value Of planning-and evidently convey this

to 'student,teachers.

:4
',also view experimentation ilCdifferent,methods by the student,

0

t a' er w ieh'less favor than th4college supervisor.
,

In essence, the size of the student teachin.gogroup does not affect the
r

teacher with less favor than the college supervisor.

In essence; the size of the student teaching group does not affect the

area of.planning and teaching methods as mneh as the ways in which these

areas ate,perceived-by the persons involved-and the ways in'which the .,

college supervisor can help th.vupervising teaches assume'responsibility

in these areas.

Evaluation and Gradin of Student Teaching Performance.

Findingg 1 Significant ifferences

Table 10 incluae
,

significAnt differences

wo teacher items

6.

and five student items...where

the experimental and controlaccUrred bsetween

groups-in. the category dealing'with the.evaluation and grading of the

studentteaching performance.

2 ti
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.TABLEJO EVALUATION OF STUDENT TEACHING PERFORMANCE

Item ,

. ;

r

eryisOrs.,' appraisal of student.was fair

!,'t

.StateTent

2;1

g g Supervi,stti.'

: . *
,

appraisal_

r,lsor can

Y-Teacher can

of student, was fair
'

evaluatelbetter than teacher
. .

evaluate better than superyisor

Supervisory approach helped in. evaluation

Supervisory approach helped in evaluation
-

. .

,A ',,SUPOriifSOr can write accurate rmompendation

Control Expmtl. "t"
Means Mllgs. Score

4.711 4.355 2.036

4.514 3.67 3.796

1.919 1.258 2.741

4.243 4.742 2.383

3.684 .'2.968 2.298

3.919 2.419 4.899

4.081 2.677 4.e48

:TeaClier.can wrfee accurate recommendation

0

ReVealtng.WeakneSSes .didjnot endanger grade

OvTialfngWeaXneSSes did not endanger grade

4.730 4.677 .342

4.452 4.703 e1.449

4.132 4.032 .403

No Significanifferences,
177

, -

ficantdifferencpd odovrre etween the

.category of.evaluatiOn-arkdgr4ding of

16,includeil one teacher item and two student items Where no signi-".

.CondlusiOns
,

Both students and teachers indicate that the College supervisor

ability to make fat* and reasonable el5aTua4212:s of the student teachers perfor-
.

`Z4

mance but .enly if the college supervisor has adequate contacts, classroom

experimental and confrol groups

student teaching performance.

in the

has the

visits and'observations.

The student teachers.are' much more critical\of the role of the college

supervisor in the area'Of evaluation than are the Supervising teachers.

It appears that the ability of the college supervisor tO do

of evaluation is negatively affeCted by the assignment of a

an adequate job

large group of

t teachers. The smaller the, group, the more capable is

pervisor in making adequate,evaluations of sindent

0- .23
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A

Regardless of,the size of the grOup the student teachers believe that

the supervising teachers can do a muc1more adequate job Of evaluation.than.

can the college supervisors. The kind of supervisory program does not change

this view. Both.dgroups.of students were critical of both programs as they

'related to the evaluation of their performance, fair appraisals, and accurate

recommendations. Both teachers; College super isors and programs were found'
#

wanting in the category of evaluation of the student teaching performance. The

role of the college supervisor needs to be reviewed. Perhaps it is again the

case of duplicating an area which should be given to the superaising teacher.

Given an ea-e-n large? groUp of student teachers,''ehe :co ,supervisor would

no doubt have to rely 'fully upon the tedther for the eVaLuation process. At

this poine, the teacher preparation institutions must realize that it is turning

over an important function to the public schools.

College Supervisor Competency ,

Fndins - Significant Differences

.
Table 11 includes one teacher iterbLand one student item where significant

, .
,. .

':.: ,
.

.. .

differences occurred between the exOerimenta1 and control groups in their View.,

oif the competence of the college sUpervisor in understanding the elements of

the student teaching situation. 4

Findings - No Significant Differences

Table 11 Includes five teacher items and three student items,where no

sighificant differences occurred between the experimental and control groups

. .

in viewing the.competency of the college superviors.

Both groups of students had confidence in the college, supervisors' ability.

The contiol supervisor was rated "ver- high"-and the experimental supervisor was

rated "high".

2'4

28



TABLE 11 COLLEGE SUPERVISOR COMPETENCY,

Item Statement Control
Means

Expmtl.
Mehns

"t"

Score
S 25 Supervisor understood elements of situation 4.297 3.742 2.360

T 18 Supervisor underftood elements of sibuation 4.658 .4.194 2.331

S 12 Confidence in college supervisors',ability 4.774 4:649 .633

*T 8. Confidence in college supervisors' ability 4.421 4.613 .847

T 5 Supervisor understood objectives of the school 4.419 4.447 .170

S 20 Understanding of difficulties student faced 4.645 . 4.622 .131

T 15 Understapding of difficulties,student faced 4.62 4.710 .402

S 31 Had realistic View of hhool problems 4.677 4.432 .153

T 24 Had realistic view of school problems 4.395 4.645 1.037

T 31 Overall rating of college supervisor 4.737 4.677 .334

COncllusions

Both students and tehchers see the larger grolT assignment as affecting,

to some extent, the ability ofthe college supervisor to grasp the elementS

of, each student Maching situation.

The number of stUdents assitned to the college supervisor does not affeCt

his ability to:understand the student teaching situation in general, to maintain

a realistic picture of the public school problems, or to understand the purposes

and objectives of the schools. These conclusions may reflect more the selection

of college supervisors with a high degree oftprofessional training and experie'nce

in the field of education; evidently, a highly trained college.supervisorpwith

a wealth of trakning and expiLence in many areas of education,aids a great deal

in overcoming frogram deficiencies.

29
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CHAPTER V

SUMMARY

This studY examined tWo programs of stiOdent teaching supervision in an

-eff t to determine the'effect of the size ikF 014 srudent teaching group

on the supervisory program.
.1

Two small groups of student teachers (17 and 29) w e compared with a

large group of students (31 on their responses to a questionnaire. Their
.

.

supervising teachers were also compared on a similar questionnaire. The two

. small groups made up the control group and were found to be similar popula-,

tions and treated.as such. The experimental group consisted of the large

'group ofstudens and teachers (N=31).

L,jç 'Two college professors were assigned to Ihe study. Professor X fonducted

.the eXperimental prggram in the fall of 1973 and one control prograth in tlye

winter (1973-74) quarter. The other professor. (Y) conducted one of the control

programs in.the fall quarter of 1973 at the same time as the experimental program.

The students, college supervisors, and supervising teachers were those

normally assigned in the regular placement process.

The two programs were necessarily different. The experimental program placed

more emphasis on small group and large group meetings with the students and

teachers and involved extra written reporting. The experimental program also

included a greater "clustering" of student teachers in any one school. The role...,
)I,

of the experimdntal college supervisor was viewed more as a troubleshooter and

greater, responsfbility was placed upon the supervising teacher.

After the data from the questionnaires had been converted intó numerical

scores and ta ated; "t" scores were obtained for determinilig if any significant

differences existed between the control an!d experimental groups4in their responses.

7

3 0.
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When total responses of the experimental and control groups of teachers

.were examined it was found that 35 percent of the responses provided significant

differences and 65 percent of the responses did not. With the student groups it.

was found that 44.5 percent of the responses provided significant differences and

55.5 percent did not.

It Was found that .the large group program was affected to some extent by

the lack of classroom observation and the individual types of contacts which

were possible in the smaller,group programs. However, classroom observation by

the college supervisor did not. appear as important a factor as many have believed.
w

Teactiers and students indicated aneed for more contacts but in forms other than

-classroom observation.

There seemed to 'be little problem in the availability .of the 'college supervisor

and.students and teaChers indicated Confidence in his being available when help,Fas

needed- In spite of this aspect, the ability of the college supervisor to make

-adequate evaluations, to be effective in conferences, and to write fair'and

apcurate evaluations was affecfed by the amount of intensive observations'that

could be made in the classroom situation. Although teachers and students play

down the importance of classroom observations, their other xesponses indicate

that without it, the college supervisor loses his effectiveness. It is interesting
, 4 * .. i

tHat the link between these areas is not obvious to them.

The college supei:visors in both programs received very high ratings from

both the students and teachers in their competency, helpfulness, persbnal rela-

tions, honesty, and ability to work with others. These high ratings reflect the.)
?T'

hish degree of training and experience of the college:supervisOrs rather than

specific aSpeCts of the programs,. Nevertheless, training, experienee, and an

'ability to work with people are valuable characteristics of a college supervisor

and no doulatcontribute to the success of programs.

° 27
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'There Still needs to be a conside4able amount of.work in helping student

teaChers toplan for teaehingand to-,help them and the superyising.teachers to

re4lize the value of planning.

Evaluationof the student teaching .performance'is another area in whichs- :-.-

.gtudents are parpicularly.critical-,640 teachers and the college supervisors.
_ -1;) ,

Both groUps of students gave supervising teachers a better rating in."evaluating

student teaching performance" than they did he college supervisors. This"is

an area where the roles .of the teachers and supervisors need to bee?camiped.

There is no doubt that the day by day contact which the *Supervising testhet'has

with the student ?teacher makes it possible fOr the teacher to do a much better

job of evaluation than is possible for the college supervisor.
,

The teachers appear williffg to take on more responsibility for the supervision

of the studtnt teacher, but there seems to be sometreservations. They appear to

accept this reSponsibility if guidance and in-ervice approaches are provided.

There is an overwhelmint support from the students for;the present program of

.ztudent.teaching," but the other pre-student teaching professional education courses

did not'fare as well.

At times, teachers and students appeareCto respond more to the expectations

of the program as it was perceived by the college supervisor than to their own

views. Teachers and students are willing to. acctpt whatever role is assigned

to them as long as they feel that there is continued and positive support from

the representatives of the teacher education institution.
)

The expertise of the supervising teacher and the college supervisor are

not being utilized to the fullest* -extent.' There is recognition that each may

be doing_what,the other might do better. There appears to.be some duplication

of roles by the supervising teacher and the college supervisor. There needs.

to be an in-depth look at these roles and a better definition of the roles of
,

all personl in the student Eeaching program.
.0 4
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Although significant differences-occurred between the two programs,

neither program gave evidence of any overwhelmingly negative elements.

effeetivenew of 44,,Icollege supervisor in the experimental program was
At,,)

7
affectedifo sdthe eAent by the larger number of students. Yet, the larger

group progrLn did not produce any evidence that.the progress of the stud
1

teachers in that program was affected inot negative manner. Both,programs
. .

appeared to givei*equate supervisiOn
1
ane'guidace to.the student teathers,-.

There is no,doubt that Many a4ernative programs are feasible and that

large group programs can be successful. There does need to be a great deal,of

attention ih any pro-gram to the interaction of the persons involved, mainte ance

of positive attitudes, a better definition ofIthe roles of the persons in the

team, and much more emphasis on the role of in-service education.

29
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APPENDIX'A

TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE



aar Teacher and/o Administrator:.

Occasionally we ask school.Tersonnel to provide fee&-back,concerning their
opinion of the supervisory perform4nce of the university supervisor who Vibits their. .

schools. Would yeuplease complete the following formAnd return"it to the'address
-listed below:

Quarter .

Elementary (Grade)
APproximateDistance from Ball S
Years f Experience
-Position: TeaCher

Administrator
Other

Denn s Redburn
*COordinat of Student eaching
Ball Stat UniversitY
Muncie ndiana 47306

Univers y..5aupervisOrtb Name
condary-(Subject)

t Miles
Degree Held°
Number of student teachers ymU have worked, with
before this one

iFollowing,,each question
posSible ansWers. The meanin
PA-Probably Agree, U/NA-Undec
D-Disagree.

u.will note a series of letters which repredknt
s of these letters are as follows: A-Agree,
ded or Not applicable, PD-Probably, Disagree,

Question.
A-

1. The student felt that.by revealing Weaknesses to
his university supervisor, he was endangering.
his student teaching grade..

2. The university supervisor was not readily acces-
sible when the student needed to contact him.

3. The 'supervising teacher and the university
supervisor worked well together.

4. The student had an onnortunity to meet with his
university supervisor on an individual basis
before or after he was ohserved in a teach-
ing situation.

The purposes and objectives of.the school in
which the tude iught were Understood by
the u visor.

A * PA U/NA-- ° D.'

1



cMestion

6. The university'supervisor demonstrated a famili
arity with different methods of teaching.

7. The student's personality conflicted
of the university supervisor.

The student had confidence in is uniVersity
supervisorts ability.

The student teach-tng assUnme
Ito the student's expectations
professionallk rewarding situ

1 . Corlsidering the circumstance
at ease when his university
his teaching.

t did not live up
of a desirable and
tion.

the student felt
upervisor observed

11. The university supervis(514, wa .not.candid enoughto be of real help to the st dent;

The university supervisor, en ouraged the-studentto experiment with various t aching methods.

13.
by the university
ter teaching on the

Thejesson planning required
supervisor contributed to be
part of the Student.

The university supervisor wa
with. enjoyable-to work

-15.- The university supervisor did not seemetp under-stand- the. difficulties thatt e student :Nced in
studeht teaching.

16.. The unlversity supervisor used donstructive
criticism when conferring with the student
tOacher about his teOting.

17-. The University supervisor was n t particularlyhelpful in our individual confe ences.

18. The uniVersitysupervisor seemed to grasp the
elements:Of the student

teaching\situation whichUniqde.-H
\

,19.: The
university.supervisor did not Provide the

student,the freedom in planning that he:desired.



Ouestion A Pf. ;U/NA .PD

20. In the discUssions, the university supervisor's.
;

appraisal of the stud.ent's teaching strengths and
weaknesses seemed fair and reasonable.

21. The 'university sunervisor was effectixe in his
relationshin with me.

.22 pe:nniversity supervitorans,werecYmy questions
, specifie'ally and.to the point. '. ' I i

,
.

23. I felt that T could discuss professional problems
frankly and openly with the university supervisor.:

2)4.- 'The-university suPervisor did nct seem to have a
realistic picture of the daily problems o the- .
public schemls. k , .

,
_: ,. . ,,

->.. .

The universityupervisbr 'did not seem to try to
i

make 'e:student feel comfortable Whilete ob-'"
.served the student's temching.

i

: The niversity superVier did-not particularly .

I

27.

2(L

seefii interested in the student gnd.liis.,problems.
1,

'The university:suPerviSnr seemectto have excel;-
lent rapport..

The University supervisor seened to,haVe.ekcél-
lent.public relations skills.

1

.1.

A

!

29. We would be hapnv to have the university suner-
visor cant-I.:111e to sonervise in our schools.

A

30. The university sunervisan made every effort to
make the stfldent toac'ling experi2nce work
smoothly and sucessfully for all ininolyed.

,

31. "y overall ratin,-: c).*3-theuniversity supervisor
ly as follows: %

r

`1'

One of the hest
14e have worked
with

,As good as any'we
have WOrked with

One of the ,

poorest we
have workA
with



te

,

. , QUEST/ON A PA
.

U/NAI PD D

32. The college supervisor.. made a suffi- so
cient number 'ef,;',4isittt to our ec400l.

. -

33. The college sdpervisor should con-
centrate his efforts on developing, ..,

the competencies of the supervieing
teacher and let the supervising teaCher
take complete, reeponsibility f or the

.. student teather.
..

.
.

.
.

3 :s.'2 T:iie... college supervisor is much more- valuable 'when he' works with ,in-service
happroaces and lets the supervising. .

teacher take. most of the responsibility
tor thf, student teacher's progress .

. The eupervisory approach used by the
, college supervisor enabled hil to

, adequately evaluate the performanc,e
of the student teacher.,

.

.36. The use of individual conkferences
and group meetings (out of school)
eliminates the necessity for school
visits by the college eupervisor. .

exCept where problems :have ,Occurred.
.

3 . The college supervisor'should con-
centrate /fie efforte toward. helpini
the student teacher rather than the'
supervising teAcher.

.

- . ,.,:z.The college supervisor had sugfi-
cient 'contacts with the studdnt -

. teacher.
,,. ,

,

39. A competent supervising teacher,
.eliminates the necessity of class-

room vieite by the college super-
, visor.

.

40. ,The eollege supervisor had euffi=oient contacts with th supervising
teacher.

.,

'

.

,

:,.

J ,

,

..1

y

,

,.

k
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B

STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE, , ,

a

pat



STUDENT EVALUATION

-"Su'pervisor;'s Name
-)

ElenientarY *(grade

. Your age

Mafital status

Seodndary (subjett)

.Appfox. grade point average
"

Following each question'You isnA nolie a series of letters which Tepresent

possible answers. The meararigs of theSe.letterh. are as. follows: ',A=Agree;

PA=Probably Agree, U/NA=Undebid0 or Not APilicoble,s PD2=Piobably Disagree.,

IDDisagree.a.

. A

Question -i.

.4. ' A "''' PA U/NA
.,

PD
1

D

i

2.

3.

4.

S.

.

7,

s'

8.

ii .

My participation course was bene,ficial td mt
sttident teaching. .

. ,
,

.
..

I felt that by revealingweaknebses to my
college superypor, I was endangering my
student teachtiij grade. .

P

Student teaching gave me a great deal of
personal satisfaction.

My college supervisor was not readily acces-
sible ;when I needed to contact him.. ,

My supervising teachef and college super- .
visor worked well together.

My mid-quarter group conferences with my -

college supervisor were not of much benefit
to me as a student teacher. '

A s,.
. ', . s II am glad that,I had an opportiinity to meet

with my .university appervisor on an indi-
vidual basis, beforelle observed'my teaching:i

.

The purposes and objectives of the:. -scho bl -

in which I taught cannot be achieved by
its currtculdm. .

.

,

,.

,

,. -

.

.

_ ,

-.

. . ,

.

\
.

,

, ..

.

.

._

\
.

.

-



.

Question A .PA b/NA PD
.

.

9. It was not partfoularly important to me that
my college supervisor be a specialist in my
particular teaching field.

.1
.

10. My college supeivisor demonstrated a familiar-
ity with different methods of teaching.

,

11. My personality conflicted with that of my
college supervisor.

.
,

e'

.

.,

12. I had confidence in my college supervisor's
abity. ..

13. My student teaching assignment did not live
up to my expectations of a desirable and
professiOnally rew.arding situation.

-.1,,,,, ,14. C siditring the circumstances , I felt at ease-
whisq04 college supervisor observed my (
teaching.

15. My college supervisor was not candid
enough to be a real help to me.

16. My college stipervisor permitted me to ex-
periment with my teaching methbds.

4* g

17. My 42 O'Course was not especially beneficial
to my student teaching. . .

.
.

1 . ',The lesson plannin4 required by my college ,
supervisor 'contributed to better teaching on
my part.

., *.-

19. My college supervisor was enjoyable to work
with.

.

.

.

-

L ,
.r

.

.

.
.

-

t
.

.

,

_

20.
,My college supervisor did not seem to under-4,stand

the difficulties I faced in student
.teachi*

,
.

21. M hods course was not especially bene-r
ficto my student tea'ching. ,

_ . ,

22. My college supervisqr used constructive
criticisM when confetrins witty-me about
my teaching. s

.

,

-.,..../

.



.
.

Question
. .

.

A #13A, U/NA PD D
7

N.

-
_ .

23: Miii6ollege supervisor wa;not particularly
helpful in our individual conferences.

-
. .

,

, .

ary reasoii for requesting the student
teaching assignment which I accepted was
econoxtic or persprial.

.

.

25. My college supervisor seemed to grasp the
elements of my student teaching situation
which made it unique.

26. My college supervisor did not provide the
freedom-in planning that I desired.

.

,

/

. ,27. In our discussions, the college.supervisor's
appraisal of my teaching strengths and weak-
nesses has sbemed fair and reasonable.

28. My college supervisor was effective in his
relationship with me.

29. My college supervisor answered my questions
specifically V to the point.

.
.30, I felt that I could discuss niy most serious

i professional problems franldy and openly with
my college supervisor.

,31. My college supervisor did not .seem to stave a
realistic picture of the daily problems f the
public schools.

32. My college supervisor did not seem to try to
make me feel comfortable while he observed
my teaching.. ,

33. To get a superior student teaching experience,
I would have been "willing to move to a cbm-
munity far from home. ./

34. My college supervisor did not seem particularl
interested inlme an'd my problems.

35. If I could plan my career again, I would not
,4choose teaching.

.

.

..

.

,

.

42
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QUESTION A
,-------

PA U/NA 11 1 D

36. ,.,The supervisory.apProach used by
the college supervisor enabled him
to adequately evaluate my student
teaching performance.

/

-

.

37..-The college supervisor made suffi-
cient contacts with my swervising

.teacher.
a

.

.38. The college supervisor can evaluate
my Student teaching performance

'better than my supervising teacher.

3 . The Observation of. the student
teacher by the supervising teacher
is:all that is necessary for ,adequate-
evaluation of the student teacher.

40.. The college supeivisor's observe-.

, tions of the student teacher's
claasroom performance is, nectssary
for adequate evaluation of the

:I student teachei.

., 41. My supervising teacher has adequate
-information about my student teach-
ing.performance to write a fair and
accurate recommendation. ,

,
. .

. 42. My supervisivg teacher can evaluate
I my lierformance better than my

.1 -pollege supervisor.
.

43. Thd supervisory process used by the
college supervisor eliminates the
nePessity for his visitation to
thestudent teacher's classroom,.

. ,44. My college supervisor has adequate
information about my student teach-
ing performance to write a fair and
accurate recommendation.

45. The college'supervisor made sufft-
cient contacts with me. ,

,

-

.

"

.

.

.

.

.

,

.

.-

,
.

,
,

.

.

.
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